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I )ear Wild (lamer Project Manager:

lhe I nvironrnental Prolectu)n Aency (I Pi\ ) Reuion V III Montana ( )flice has reviewed the I )raIi
I wii uimental Inipact Statement (1)1 ‘15) br he l’Ia[head National I ‘orest’s Wild (‘raniei I forest Health

and Iuels Reduction Project in accordance with I PA’s responsibilities under Section I 022 )(C ) of the
National I nvironmental Pol icy Act ( NI ]A 42 U.S .C. Section 132 I 1.sc’q., and Section 309 of the

(‘lean Air Act. 12 USC’.. Section 7609. Section 309 ol the (‘lean Air /\ct directs I PA to review and

comment in writin on the environmental impacts of any maior I edeml agency action. I PA’ s comments

include a rating of both the environmental impact ol’ the proposed action and the adequacy of the NI PA

document.

The 1 Pi\ iecouni es the need to address the flirest heakh. fuels and lire risk, and Ii in her supply issues

within the Island Unit of the I la(head National 1 orest. We do have some concerns, however, regarding
the already high road density in the project area. and the proposal to construct additional roads in the

area that would further increase road density (i.e.. there ale 379.3 miles of road. 2 I 0. I miles managed by

the I ores Service, and 332 road stream crossings. with a road density of 4.5 miles of road per scluai’e
mile in the analysis area. and even a slightly higher road density on I orest Service lands).

The proposed action (Alternuti’e 2) involves the construction ol’ an additional 27.5 in iles ol’ road in the

project area (i.e.. 13. I miles ol’ new permanent roads and 1 4.4 miles ol’ new temporary roads). The other

action alternatives also include new road construction, although in lesser amounts (i.e.. Alternative 3

pmposes I 3.4 miles of new road ( 7.9 miles ol new pennaneilt roads and 5.5 miles of new temporary
o ads: Alternative 4 proposes I 9.3 miles of new road (9.6 miles ol new penminent roads and 9.7 miles

of new temporary roads): and Alternative 5 1 O5eS 17. I miles of new road (4.5 miles of new
permanent road, although all on historic road templates. and I 2.3 miles ol new temporary roads).



We cenerally encoui we eliorts to minimite new roads. especially in areas that arc ali’ady heavily
ioaded. since ioads are often the major anthropogenic sediment source adversely affecting hydrology.
water qualify, and fisheries of streams iii National lorests. Roads and motorited uses also often
adversely afiect wi IdI ife habitat. connectivity and security, can adversely impact air quality, and
pr im( te spread ( if weeds and cause ( ither adverse cci )l( iicaf e fleets. Al thouh we al s( rec wni te the
need to conduct forest maiiaeeinent activities to restore vecetati ye conditions, improve forest resilience
to lire. insects and disease. reduce lire risks, and promote more natural and sustainable forest structure.
and we recoLal i.e the need br road access or conduct of vegetation management activities.

/\ lternai i yes 3 and 5 both propose lesser amounts of’ new road construction. and thus. reduced adverse
envo in meTital impacts Irom u ads over Alternatives 2 and 4 while addressing project purpose and need.
Accordimj ly we favor Alternatives 3 and 5 over the other action alternatives. We also support the
proposil in i\lternative 5 to drop portions of’ the proposed treatments in riparian habitat conservation
areas ( withi ii units 4 1/42/44. 29. and 79). and support the higher levels of piescriled l’ire, sapling
thing and non—commercial thinning with Alternative 5 to better reduce fuel loadings and wildfire
risks. In addition we support the Alternative 5 elimination of harvest units in the watershed of the
West—South I ork of Stoner Creek. which is stated to haxe poor channel stability, to reduce water yield
increases, and thus. reduce the threat of exacerbating the existing channel instability in ihe West—Sotith
I (irk of’ S toner (‘reek.

We note that we did not see any road decommissioning included in the proposed pi’(ject. although the
1)1 hS indicates that the I orest Service began closing roads for wildlife hahitat improvement in (he mid—
I 95()’s. and 54.5 miles of’ roads hax e been hermed in the pro,ject area since that time. We ask it’ there
may be any opportunities to decommission additional roads in tlie project area in association with the
Wild Cramer Project to reduce the existing high road densities. and thus. help mitigate effects of
proposed additional roads?

I and management decisions involve environmental and resource management trade—oft’s (i.e.. trade—oils
in impacts among vegetation treatments, restoration 01 vegetative conditions. fire risk and fuels. forest
health. wildlife, water quality and fisheries air quality, xxeed spread. old growth. and other resource
impacts). We generally consider it appropl’iate to evaluate the many env’onmenlal and resource
management trade—oIls while addressing pro ect purpose and need and significant issues in an effort to
balance and optimize the overall trade—ohs and minimize adverse environmental impacts.

We recommend thai the I Iathead National 10 est consider selection of a prel’crrcd alternative through

modifications in the current action alternatives iii an effort to opli ni izc the coy ir inmental and resource
management trade—of’fs. while addressing pmject pul’pose and need and minimizing environmental
impacts. i\dcli tional alternatives modilication and cx abuation in the 11 IS may also better explain to the
public the trade—oils involved in making land management decisions, and may lead to improved pub! ic
acceptance of decisions. We haxe identi lied desirable features we consider worthy of including in a
modi fled preferred alternative in our more detailed com merits (enclosed). We note of coLn’se that the
I o est Service would need to evaluate and anal yze the impacts of’ any new modi lied altei’natix e that is
developed, and display those impacts in the I I IS.



We also Tiote illat the 1)1 lS states (hat pvnlvsis niay he used to process loresi hiomass to extnic( enenv
conient lo create hio—oil 01. 0111cr ‘nei.v products. Biochar can he produced by pyrolysis ot loiiir slash
which cai then he applied as a 51)11 ailleildmeiit to improve soil prodtictivity. In aikhin)il we note that
iyWl\/Si5 may reduce air pollutmt enlissions throiih pyrolysis ol loin slasIl rather (hail burning the

slash. and this could he an important. project bench t xi nec the Wi Id (lamer proect area is located neai
the particulate (I’M id air quahty non—attamment areas ui IKalispell. Whitefish and ( ‘olunibia I ails and
the I lathead Indian Reservation. Bob Marshall Wilderness and ( Haciei’ National Park (‘lass I air quality
Lft15. In additioii biochar can retaii carbon br lon periods. ivin pyrolysis a potential bellelil in
ieducm reenhouse ias emissions as well.

The 1)1 IS states that pyrolysis is an emerging technology that the I orest Service is studying in some
areas oi the country, and in the event biomass conversion is economically leasi ble. io!gi ng slash would

be chipped at the landm sites and converted to hio—derived Fuels. it appears. Iilereiore. that the I latllead
NI is still evaluatin the potential use oi pyrolysis ol logging slash for this pro ect. We very much
encourage the liathead NI’ to consider pyrolysis oi logging slash as an alternative to burning slash
during the Wild (‘ranier Project due to its many henebits.

The I SPA’s Further discussion and more detailed questions. comments, and concerns regarding the

analysis. documentation. or potential environmental impacts (ii tile Wild (‘ranier I orest l-lealth and I uels

Reduction Project 1)1 SIS are included in tile enclosure with this letter. Based n tile procedures I SPA uses
to evaluate tile adequacy of the inlormation and the potential environmental impacts of the proposerl

action and alternatives in an I 515. the 1)1 515 has been rated as (‘ateory I S(’—2 (I nivironmental (‘oncerns—

Insuilicient Iniormation ) due to potential br some adverse eliects to water and air quality from
proposed management activities, particularly ii’ Alternative 2 were selected. We recommend additional
analysis and in krniation to fully assess and mitigate all potential impacts of the managenlent actions.

A copy of I SPA’s 1)1 515 rating criteria is attached.

the I Pi\ appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the 1)1 515. If we may provide further

explanation of our comments please contact Mr. Steve Potts of my staff in Missoula at 40(—329—33 1 3 or

in Helena at 4U6—457—5fl22 or via e—mail a!. pous.stephen epa.gov. Ihank you br your consideration.

Sincerely.
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EIA C()fVIMENTS ON THE WILD CRAMER FOREST HEALTH ANI) FUELS
REDUCTION PROJECT DEIS

B rief Pro ject Overview:

Ihe Swan I Sake limier District of the Fiathead National larest ( lN1) prepared this J)IIS to evaluate
proposals br hatardous buds rcductu)n activitieS. mcludimi harvesti mi and thinnimi ol trees and
prescribed ltiriiin within the Island l,.Jnit of the INl. This is an area of National lorest System (NI’S
lands entirely surrounded by private and State lands. lyi iii approxi matel)! I ( ) miles south of Kal ispell
and 2 miles west of I latlwad I ake. The project area consists of 3().727 acres (2(.6(2 acres of NI S
lands) containini the drainaies of Wild Hill. Truman. I mmons. Patrick. (‘ran’ier, Bierney. and Stoner
(‘reeks. The project area includes the Blacktail Mountain Ski /\rea. an I AA electronic site, several
communication sites located un Blacktail Mountain. and a Bonneville Power Administration hiih
voItaie transmission line. Several communities lie on near the project area: Kila to the north, Marion to

the northwest. Somers and I akeside to the east. and Roll ins. Proctor. aiid I )ayton to the southeast.

pn mary purposes of the proposed project are: I ) Improving and/or maintaining the general health.
resiliency, and sustainahility of forest stands and reduce the risk of insect epidemics and severe disease
infestations within the project area: 2) Reducing forest fuels huild—up adjacent to public and private
lands, increasing public and firefighter safety in the event of a wildfire. and increasing the prohahi lily of
stopping wi ldfires on NI S lands before they burn onto private lands: and 3 ) Providing wood products
kr local communities and to the local timber industry, contributing to short—term timber supply and
providing for long—term sustainability of timber on NI’S lands. A secondary purpose is to benefit public
recreation by addressing Ibrest health issues within the Blacktail Mountain Ski Area. A no action
alternative (Alternative I ) and lour action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5) were evaluated. A
preferred alternative was not identi t’ied in the 1)1 IS.

Alternative 2 is the proposed action and includes approximately 3.535 acres of tree harvest (clearcut.
seedtree. shelterwood. all with reserves), 1,155 acres of commercial thin harvest. I 25 acres of
noncommercial thin. I 52 acres of sanitation harvest, a 22—acre special cut in the ski area. 3.S90 acres of
sapling thinning, and 225 acres of prescribed burning (in five areas). Approximately 2. 152 acres would
he harvested using ground—based equipment: 1.060 acres harvested via skyline cable: and I 506 acres
harvested using a combination of ground—based and skyline methods. A significant amount of road
construction may be involved to access timher with the proposed project (i.e., an estimated 13. 1 miles of
permanent road 5.4 miles on historic road templates. 6 stream crossings and 14.4 miles of’ temporary
road 15.7 miles on historic road templates. 3 stream crossings ): and an additional I 66 miles of existing
National I oresi System roads would receive either no )ad reconstruction or pre—haul maintenance.

Alternative 3 was developed to address the issues of wildli fe security and big game winter range
thermal/snow intercept cover, and includes 2.055 acres of tree harvest, 370 acres of commercial thin
harvest. 52 acres of noncommercial thin, 152 acres of’ sanitation harvest, a 22—acre special cut in the ski
area. 3.657 acres of’ sapling thinning, and 200 acres of prescribed burning. Changes to the pi’oposed



aciion (alleinati\’e 2) iicliide dr ppii or modi yiii tieaimen(s where applicahle I) to mailitain wildlt Ii.’

security values within the security areas 2) to maintain wildlife sectuity values alone closed roads that
ate revecetated an(i lareely inipassahie to motoriied vehicles: 3) to provide for animal crossine hy

Ilaiiitainiile more cover in saddles and on ridees Ijacent to open roads: and -1 within the winter range

areas to maintain winter rwige values. i\lternative 3 mcI tides constructioil of 5.5 miles of new temporary

toads (2. I flu les on histone road templates. 2 stream crossings) and 7.9 miles of specified new roads (3.3
miles oil historic road templates. 2 stream cross ngs and I drive—through dip). /\pflr0Xii1aiL’ly 113 miles ui

NI 1S runds wuuld hive some Ie\ ci ul recun[ruciion ui pie-until nhnmniennnce.

i\lternative 4 was developed to address the issue of fragmentation and connectivity of old forest habitat.
and includes 2.33 acres of (tee harvest. 474 acres ol commercial thin harvest. 3 acres of

noncommercial (hi ii. I 29 acres of sanitation harvest, a 22—acre special cut in the ski area. 3.24 acres of
sapling th in iii ng. and I 7( ) acres of prescri bed burning. Changes t the proposed action (alternative 2
include dropping or modi fyi m. treatments where doing so would provide larger patches of interior forest
habitat and improved habitat connectivity for associated wildlife species. Alternative 4 includes 9.7

miles (ml new temporary roads (4. I miles on historic road templates. I stream crossing) and 9.6 miles of
speci lied new roads (4.6 miles on historic road templates. 4 stream crossings and I drive—through dip).
Approximately 142 miles of Nl’N rLcmds would have some level of reconstruction or pie—haul munienmee.

Alternative 5 was developed km address the issue of water quality and quantity. and includes 2.7 I 1 acres

of tree harvest. I . 106 acres of commercial thin harvest. I 2X acres of noncommercial thin. 152 acres oh

sanitation harvest, a 22—acre special cut in the ski area. 3.90 acres of sapling thinning, and 22X acres of
prescri bed burnt ng . Changes to the pn posed act ion i nd tide dropping treatments in watersheds where
e fleets to water quality or water yield is of concern. This would include dropping portions of the

proposed treatments in riparian habitat conservation areas (within units 41142/44. 29. and 79 and
reducing new permInent road construction to 4. miles (on historic road templates onh. . 2 stream

crossings). i\lternati yeS includes I 2.3 miles of new temporary roads (5.2 miles on historic road

templates. 2 stream crossings). Approximately 156 ni es of N1S roads would have sum ne Ie el of
reconstruction or pre—liaul niainienance

Comments:

We appreciate the inch usion of clear narrative descriptions of alternatives, maps tit [he action
alternatives. tables describing features of alternatives, project design criteria (‘Fable 2—17) and

comparison of alternatives (Tables 2— I . 2— 19. and 2—20). discussion of significant issues and
monitoring in Chapter 2 of the 1)1 1S. and the Appendices regarding road managerne it and B MPs.

The 1)1 1S narrative, alternatives tables. maps. and appendices facilitate improved pIject
understanding. help deli tie issues. and assist in e’ aluation of afternati vex pros idi ng a clearer basis of

choice among options for the decisionmaker and the public in accordance with the goals of NI PA.
Although we recommend that the Table of Comparison of Alternati\ es (Fable 2— I ) include
disclosure of the total amount of tree harvest for each alternative (i . summing up regeneration
harvest, commercial thin, non—commercial thin, special cut. and sanitation har est for each

al ternati\ e). Such summary in formation with alternatives descnptions in ( Thapter 2 would further
kici ii tate alternatives eval uati on and ptibl ic understanding.



All e in iii ‘e s

2. i\s discussed in our transmittal letter. Alternatives 3 and 5 lmth appear to provide reduced adverse
envionmenlal i1i11)acis irom ioads over /\lternati yes 2 and 4. In addition we support the prposal n

Alternative 5 lo diop por ions oi the proposed treatments in riparian habitat conservation areas
(\\ilhm units 41/42/44. 2(.i. and 7). and support the higher levels oF prescribed lire. sapling thinnin

and lion— )iuniercial thinnine with Alternative 5 to better reduce tuel kidins uid ire risks. We also
support the cli ml nation ol harvest units in tlie watershed ol the unstable channel ol ‘vVest—South
I ork ol Stoner Creek in Alternative 5 that would r duce the waler yield mc•i ease, and thus. i’duce

ih(.’ threat id exacerhatiiig the existing channel mslabilitv in the West—South lork ol Stoner (‘reek.

We ieconi te that huid niai1a!eiUent decisions in vol VC environmental and resource nianicement
Ii ide—ol Is (i.e.. trade—oils in mpacts among vegetation treatments, restoration ol vegetative
conditions. ire risk and fuels. Ibrest health. wildlife, water quality md fisheries. air quality, weed

spread. old growth. and other resource impacts). We generally consider it appropriate to eval nate the
many en v ir nimental and resource management trade—oils while addressing pr ject purpose and need
and sh.nilicant issues in an efibri to balance and optimize the overall trade—oils and ininimive

adverse environmental impacts. The I lathead N1. thereire. may want to consider modilieaiions in

the current action alternatives as it identi hes a preferred alternative in an ellort to optimize the
envir( nimental and resource manaement trade—ohs. I )esirahle ieatures we ci Insider worth of

incIudini in a modihed prelerred alternative are as lollows:

mini in ite ne road construction and reconstruction. especially long—term or permanent new
roads. and locate necessary new roads on uplands away horn streams where they have minimal
aquatic impacts. and avoid road construction on erosive soils and geologically unstable areas:

fr maximize impro’ements to road I3MPs. road drainage, and sediment/erosion control, address

road inlures. replace undersited culverts and culverts that block fish passage (except where such

blockage is desired to po )tect native Ii sh populations):

maxiniiting decommissioning of roads and removal of road stream crossings to reduce

existing road densities, while allowing br necessary management and reasonable public access.
si nec improved watershed conditions. hsheries. and wildli Ic habitat and security ale associated
with reduced road densities:

plan design and implement vegetative treatments to minimize erosion and sediment transport

and excessive water yield, and protect riparian areas and other sensitive wi IdI i Ic habitat. while

optimizing fuel and tire risk reduction, particularly in wildland urban interlace areas, and
miproving v i Id] i fe habitat, connectivity and security, retaining large healthy trees of desirable
species and/or species in decline (Ponderosa pine, western larch. aspen). and promoting more

natural and sustainable forest structure. and protecting other resource values (e.g.. soil
producti i ty. old growth. control of noxi ins weeds):

3



provide a I orest road system that iI lows adequate access br mamgement. avoids high road
densities and en)sion & transport of sedmieni to streanis and decra(iation of habitat in wetlands
and other envi onmeiitally sensitive areas. piote_ts wildlife habitat and security, avoids spread of
noXious weeds. and provides oI)portmiities to publiL’ ft’ci’eatiOli while adequately balancing
molorited and non—niotorited recreation opportUiiiEies.

3. Vv’e appreciate the disclosure of inbormation ieardin harvest methods for Alternative 2 that
indicate appo )X i matel y 2. I 52 acres w told be harvested using go tund—based eq uipment: I .060 acres
harvested ia skyline cable: and I X( )( acres harvested using a c mhi nation ol gr( )und—hased and
skyline methods ( page 25. Vol. I ). The amount ot ground—based har est in the action alternatives is

of interest si nec i r tund based harvests have eieater p iten ti al P w soil disturbance and sediment
production and transport. We did not see similar clear disclosures of the amount ol ground based
timber harvest I or Alternatives 3. 4. and 5 in Chapter 2. It would be helpful if the amount ol ground

based timber harvest were sum marited P a’ i\l ternat i yes 3. 4. and 5 in Chapter 2 as it was for
Alternative 2 (i.e.. to a\’ojd the reader having to add up ground based har\ests from each unit).

4. ( )n page 30 ( Volume I ) it states that approximately I 66 miles of existing National 1 orest System
NI S) roads would have some level of reconstruction or pre—haul maintenance, yet on page 5

(Volume I ) in lie discussion of the proposed action it states that road maintemmce would occur on
over 100 miles ol road in the area. We suggest that this discrepancy be corrected in the 1:1 lS (i.e..
between I 66 miles and o\’er I 0( ) nh les of road maintenance).

5. It is stated that Alternative 3 has 2.377 acres less tree harvesting than does alternative 2 (page 47,
Vol. 2). Initially we were confused by this amount. since Alternative 2 is stated in Chapter 2 to have
3.535 acres of regeneration harvest and Alternative 3 is stated to have 2.055 acres of regeneration
harvest (a difference of I .453 acres), but then recognited that the reported differences in tree
harvesting between Alternatives 2 and 3 includes dilierences in acreage of commercial thinning as
well as regeneration harvests. It would be helpful to public understanding and avoid contusion to
explain this more clearly in the I 1 lS.

Water Quality. I isheries. Soils

6. The I iPA is interested in seeing that federal land management prjects are consistent with State and
PA et’forts to address water quality impairments, promote riparian/stream tunctioning . and

av dd/mi ni mite adverse i Inpacts to thrcatened and endangercd hsh species. We appreciate the Dl IS
disclosures indicating that there are no streams in the Wi Id Cramer pr ject area currently listed On the

Montana l)epartment ot I anironniental Quality (MI )IiQ) — 303(d) Impaired Waterbody Fist (pare 1(. Vol. 2).
and that all of the riparian areas/streams within the I Nl boundary appeal’ to he in po per [unction i ng
condition (page 22. Vol. 2). We also appreciate the disclosure that there are no hull trout or bull trout
critical habitat within the analysis area nor were they ever historicall present based upon t Wl
survey records. page 59. Vol. 2). Such disclosures greatly assist our review. We note that westslope
cutthroat, rainbow and brook trout appear to be the preLlonlinant trout species in streams in the
project area (pages 90—92. Vol. 2).
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7. Table 3_so) ( nes 7. I (. Vol. 2 ) shows 370.3 iii les of mad in the analysis watersheds (on all land

ownerships) with a total area in all watersheds ni 50.325 acres. This computes to an average road

density ol 4. miles ni road per square mile in the analysis area. which is very high road density. l’he

1)1 lS also slates that there arc 332 road stream crossines in the area. 210. I miles ol (he roads in the

pro ccl area are manaed by the I orest Service (pace 14. Vol. 2). ihe road density and road stream

ciossmc density or NI’S roads in the protect area did not appear to be identilied. although if von

applied the 2 ( ). I miles ni NI S road to the 21±(i2 acres of NI’S lands in the pin cci area (page 2.
Vol. I ) yon would estimate thai the road densi L on NI 5 lands was over 5 miles ni road per square

mile.

I )ue a i the existing li igh r( iad density in the po qect area we have ci incerns ab ml the po sed

construction of additional roads that will further increase road density. The proposed action would

add I 3. I miles of new pernuIent roads and I 4.4 miles ot new temporary roads k the landscape.

although the other action alternatives propose lesser amounts ol road construction. Sediment from

roads, particularly during road construction. and from poofy maintained Wads with inadequate road
drainage and many stream crossings often resul is in adverse water quality i inpacts. Roads and

moioi i ted uses also oi [en adversely affect wildlife habitat. m mnecti vi ty and security, can adversely

impact air quality, and pr( )m( )te spread of weeds and cause ( ither ad verse cci )l( )gieal effects.

It is not clear to us if all practicable efforts been made to minimize construction (ii new roads.

although we recognize that Alternatives 3. 4. and 5 include less new roads than the proposed act ion.

Alternative 3 includes the least amount of new roads (i.e.. 7.9 miles 0! new permanent roads 3.3

miles on historic road templates. 2 stream crossings and 1 dri ‘e—Lhrough dip. and 5.5 miles of new
temporary roads 12. I miles on historic road templates. 2 stream crossings I. with approximately 113

ni les ot road reconstruction or pc—haul maintenance). Alternative 4 includes 9.6 miles of new permanent

roads (4.6 miles on historic road templates. 4 stream crossings and I drive—through dip) and 9.7

miles of new temporary roads (4. 1 miles on historic road templates. 1 stream crossing), with
appi’oxiinately 42 miles ot road reconstruction or pie—hILil maintenance. Alternative 5 has the least amount

of permanent new roads (i.e.. 4.t miles oi new pei’manent road construction, all on histonc road

templates, only 2 stream crossings I and 1 2.3 miles ni new temporary roads 5.2 miles on historic

road templates. 2 stream crossings I. with approximately l.5(’i ni les of road rcconstructon or pie—haul
maintenance).

We generally encourage minimization of new road construction to miii nimize potential adverse

environmental effects associated s i th roads, although we also recognIze the need for road access

tor conduct of vegetation management activi tics. We we concerned about increasing the already

high road density in the project area. and the potential adverse effects of fLiriher increasing road

density in the project area. We support the road proposals with Altci’nati es 3 and 5 oer those nt
AIternati e 2 and 4 iii order to mini nitC construction ot additional roads in the area.

(‘. The scale of the alternati’es maps in Chapter 2 make it di fticuli to clearly discern the location of
pmposerl new roads in relation to streams and etlands and other environmentally sensitive areas.

although the 1)1 lS does identi Ri the number of ncv road stream crossings that would occur. We



reciiimend that the location of new roads in relation to streams and wetlands am.] other
eiiviroiiiiiental ly sensitive areas he more cleally presented and/or discussed in the II IS. I hiVe all
prcticahle efforts been made to locate roads in areas thai avoid impacts to streams and wetlands. as
well as erosive areas and/( )r eol( im call y unstable areas?

0. ‘I he 1)1 lS states that there is “no potential to deliver sedi mciii” to the stream channels in many of the
watersheds from road construction activity ( pages 34. 35. Vol. 2). While we aree that wi lb proper
road plannine and design. proper use ol HMPs and other mitigation measLires sedi ilent productioii

and transp( )rt to streams horn r nids can he minim iied. si me en ision and sediment producti( m and
transport from road construction is still likely to occur. ‘[he 1)1 dS soils impacts analysis states that

“erosion is expected Irom temporary road construction and re—construction where native surfaces are
exposed to rainfall impact and overland flow.” and “road construction would result in soil
displacement. compaction, and erosion (page I I 6. Vol. 2). This is inconsistent with the statement
that there is “no potential to deliver sediment” horn road construction. The 1)1 dS also reports that
the total annual sediment yield est i mate from the existing road system in the analysis area is
approximately 32, 1 I (1 pounds ( I 5. I 6 tons) per year (page I 5. Vol. 2). Potential erosion rates roads
are shown in Table 3— I 26 and other sediment yield tables (e.g.. Table 3— I I I). and we note that some
erosion would likely occur over the long—term with new permanent roads. Construction of additional
roads in the area will likely increase the sediment yield from the road system.

We suggest stating that properly planned and designed road construction along with ongoing

provision of appropriate road maintenance over time should “iii in i ni i ie sediment deli very to

streams rather than stating there is “no potential to deliver sediment” to streams. We doubt that there
is “no potential for sediment deli very” to streams from road construction, and as noted above the
soils section of the 1)1 iS refutes such a statement.

10. The 1)1 dS indicates that the 1 orest Service began closing roads for wildlife habitat impro ement in
the mid-I 950’s. and 54.5 miles of roads have been bermed in the project area since that time (pages
14. Vol. 2). However, we did not see any road removal/deconimissioni ng included in the proposed
Wild Cramer project. I PA supports road decommissioning and reductions in road density,
pu’1icuhirly in areas such as this with high road density.

As stated above increasing road density, especially road stream crossing density and density of roads
encroaching on streams and riparian areas can adversely affect wiiter quality and aquatic habitat.
Also. lower road densities are often associated with improved wildlife habi tat. connectivity and

security, as eli as improved trout habitat. In addition, there is olten a relationship be1’ ecu higher
road density and increased lorest use and increased human caused l’ire occurrences. Reduction in
maci density, there 6 we. may als( I reduce ii sks (if human caused fires, which could he i mporlan i in an
area with high fuel s/hre risk and/or wi Icilancl/urban interlace issues such as the W ilci Cramer project
area.

We ask if there are there any opportunities to remove or decommission additional roads in the
project area in association with the Wi Id Cramer project to help oliset effects of new proposed ioads.
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and thus. avoid lurther increasiii (he already huh road density 111 the lrolect area? ‘A/e support

rl’L’()Ii1liiissi)Iin ol roads that impact sensitive iesotirces and roads which are di Ihcult to maintaul
and/or where I here are i nadeq uate tim_Is ( )r 0 )ad imn tenance. We encouraue closure or

decoinmissioiii ii ol roads near stiams. and toads with niany siream crossi 11U5. since removal of

these toads are iiion likely Ii) have more water quality henehis than closure and decoiniiiisSioniiit ol

roads on tipper slopes mid iidees.

I It is important to assure that i liopriate I3MPs aie miplemented on existing and new roads to

address road dr mace and sediment/erosion coitiol concerns and to pi0pL’rl1 toads over time (e.g..

iiistallinc draiiiace dijis 01 surlace water dellectors. armonng drainage structures. grading and
replacement ol unrecate to ii..’i H ioft(_’ vet suriace areas. ditch constrtictioti and cleanin.i. removmn

and rej lacinc undersmted cul veils I. improperly ni intained o cids can result in increased sream
s/dimentation mid decradatioii 01 aquatiC habitats.

While the 1)1 lS states that the vast majoiity ol [lie I orest Service road systeni i (lie project aiea

have road dun nace 13 M Ps installed and are functioning page 15. Vol. 2). it also states that there is

very limited in i leage ol r( )ads in the project area that have routi iie road maintenance (grading)

completed on an annual basis (page 37. Vol 2). We are concerned about the adequacy of I orest
Service ftmd i t 1 pu \‘ide po iper r( ad maintenance i ver i me. since n u tine n )ad niai ntenance is

olten needed to avoid road drai nae problems and sediment deli very to streams. aiid lunding for i ad

maintenance is olten limited.

We encourae routine conduct of inspections and evaluations to identii\ conditions on roads and
ither an tho p igen Ic sed I me it so irces that ma cause ir ci intri bute to sediment to streams, and to

include activities in the project to correct as many of these conditions and sources as possible. The

need [or additional road I 3M Ps is acknowledged I) r Ri ad 9 I 7 ( 131 acktail Mountai ii Road) where

additional road drainage 13M Ps is needed to decrease road suritce erosion and sediment production

during snowmelt periods (e.g.. dri ve—thru—dips. sediment traps. and the removal (II road—cutslope

vegetation (trees) to facilitate snow plowing) (pages I 5. 37. Vol. 2). Road 91 7 ix stated to be a

major sediment source to lower Stoner Creek. The increased suspended sediment and nutrient levels
measured in the lower portions of Stoner Creek are directly attributable to erosion of Road 91 7. The
1)1 IS also states that Road 299 1 (section 25) needs additional road drainage dips installed.

It is not clear to us if the I NI will be able to address these road maintenance issues with the Wild
Cramer project or via other means. The I h dS should include additional discussion oh the I N1
prorani to conduct road I3MP audits or inspections of all Ibrest roads in the Island Unit on a routine
basis. and the adequacy of tunding to implement and maintain road lIMPs when they are found to be

in need of repair. If existing roads cannot be properly mai ntai ned. it adds to concerns regarding
future maintenance of new roads added to the system.

I 2. It is surprising that Table 3—99. “Alternative 2 modeled potential sediment yield for analysis
watersheds.” indicates that the activity producing by far the most sediment are the prescribed burns
(1 coburns). which are estimated to produce I .55 I .2 tons of sediment or about 9X of all the
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sdimenl produced from the pioject. The 1)1 IX i nd wales that ihere ‘oii Id be Ii ye pi’seribed burn

areas proposed in Alternative 2. ranii ii from 6 to X5 cres and total inc approximately 22X Wft’S.

and that there are 110 perennial or intermittent stream channels within the proposed burn unit

boulkhlies. and low Intensity burns are planned ( page 37. \/ol .2).

Xerhment 1mm roads ( ciii \‘erls ) is esli mated at I4.4 tons: sedi nient from ii mber nianacement road

treatments is estimated at I 3.X tons: and sediment from ciii veil upsi ii nc is estimated at 7.9 toils in

comparisoil to the I .5 I .2 toils ol sediment estimate fri rn the I ‘.coburns. i\ n overwhehmi ilC amount
ol the overall sediment yield is predicted to ccur In 1111 the low i ntensi t prescribed burns. These
high sedmient yield predictions are based on anticipating a number of short—duration. high—intensity
raiiistornls occuiTlnt. shortly 2 to 3 weeks) after the burn treatment. I lowever. it is also stated that
tills would be a “low—probability eVeilt and even “a worst—case scenaro. In addition it states that a
creat deal of sediment from burns would be filtered out by vegetation in unburned buffer areas prior
to enteri 1U a stream channel (page 3X. Vol.2).

The sediment and nutrient yield tables ill Chapter 3 appear to show that Aiternati\’e 4 would result in

the least adverse effects to water quality, since Alternative 4 is predicted to have the least nutrient

and sediment yields (i.e.. 7.979 lbs. ol ilitrogen. 2.45X lbs. ol phosphorus. Table 3— I 06: I .294 tons ol

sediment. Table 3— 105). Table 3— I I 9 ( pae X4. Vol. 2) shows the cumu lafl ye potential sediment and

nutrient yield ol’ each alternative. showing Alternative 4 to have the least sediment and nutrient yield

IbI lowed by Alternatives 3. 5. and 2. Alternative 3 is predicted to have 9.SXX lbs. of nitrogen. 3.005

lbs. of phosphorus. and I .435 tons of sediment (Table 3— I 03. Table 3— I (12 1: Alternative 5 is

predicted to have 10.374 lbs. ol nitrogen. 3.242 lbs. of phosphorus. and I .57X toils of sediment

(Table 3— 109. Table 3— I (IX): and Alternative 2 is predicted to have I 2. I X6 lbs. of nitrogen. 3,9 I 6 lbs.
of pllospllorlls. and I .5XX tons of sediment (Table 3— I 00. Table 3—99).

Analysis of the sediment and nutrient yield Chapter 3 tables show that Alternatives 4 and 3 evidence

Ii iwer nutrient and sediment yields due to Ii iwer acreages f I c )hurns. A I ternati yes 4 and 3 i nd tide
I coburiis On I 70 acres and 200 acres. respectively, whereas prescu bed burning is proposed Oil 22X

acres Witil Alternatives 5 and 2 (Table 2— I X). As noted above tile nutrient and sediment yields fmm

I coburns are high due to projected rai Il hal Is k)l lowing burn ilg acti vi ties that have a low probability
of occurring. It appears to us that these low probalii lity events skew the overall sediment and nutrieilt

yield data in the sediment and nutrient yield tables (e.g.. Table 3—99). We note that the sediment
yields from roads and timber manacement are much more probable than the sediment lireclicted from

the low probability rain events projected to occur after piescrilied burns. The 1)1 lS discusses these

matters (page 42. Vol. 2). 11 would lie of interest to disclose estimated scdi meilt yields irom
I cohurns where low probability rain events did not occur immediately following burning activities.

it is i iiteresti ii that Alternative 5. developed to address the issue (II water quality and quantity issue.

is sho\\ ii to have a higher sediment and nutrient yield than Al ternati\ es 4 and 3 which were
de eloped to address Iragmenliltioll and connectivity of old horest habitat. and wildli Ic securit and

big game winter range thermal/snow liltercepi cover issues. We generally have greater concerns

regarding sediment prod uction and transport to streams from road activities than Irom burn
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activi1i(.s. SiiiC(. 1l(.’ prohahility ol sediiiieni transport 1mm roads is gi iter than Irom prscrihed

hums. aiii.1 sediment delivery lioin mads to streams is olteii a Ion!er—teIm. more chronic conditioii.

\Ve also note that sediment produced during a wildi ire would likely he far higher than that associated
with prescrihed lire. so we consider the reductioii ol wildfire risk and intensity due to) use ol
prescri ied Ii ic.

i\s discussed earl icr. Alternative 5 roposes I 7. I miles of new road ( 4.8 mi es of new permanent
road. all on historic road templates. wih 2 stream crossings. and 12.3 miles of new temporary joads

(5.2 miles on historic road templates I with 2 stream crossings and with approximately l5( nules of
Wad reconstruction or pre—liaul ilaintenance: and Alternative 3 proposes 13.4 miles of new road (7.9
miles ol new permanent roads (3.3 miles on historic road templates) with 2 stream crossings and I
drive—through dip. and 5.5 miles of new temporary roads (2. I miles on historic road templates) with
2 stream crossinis and approxinately 13 iiiilcs of road reconstruction or pie—haul maintenance. lIiese ale
lesser amounts o new road than proposed with Alternatives 2 (27.5 miles of new road with 13.1 miles of
new permanent roads and 14.4 miles of new temporary roads) and Alternative 4 (I 9.3 miles of new
road with 9.6 miles of new pernianent roads and 9.7 miles of new temporary roads). Accordingly ii
appears to us that Alternatives 3 and 5. with the least amount of proPosed new road. would likely

have less adverse ecological effects associated with new roads than Alternatives 2 and 4.

I 3. It is stated that the results of the modeled potential sediment associated with timher sale road
maintenance are summarited in Tahie 39$ for each analysis watershed (page 37. Vol. 2). However.
it appears that the narrative should me Icr to Tahle 399 (pages 42. 43. Vol. 2) rather than Tahle 3—98
(page 4 I . Vol. 2). since Tahle 3—98 appears to show sediment production associated with upsiting of
9 culverts rather than from road maintenance.

14. Nine cuilverts have heen identified for replacement on the roads 2957. 9892. 9893. 916 (5 culverts)
and 101 38 in the Truman Creek and I ast South I ork Stoner Creek (page 30. Vol. I . page 99, Vol. 2)
to reduce risk of culvert failure. We support this culvert replacement activity, hut note that we did
not see muich discussion of fish passage considerations in regard to culverts (i.e.. either for existing
culvemts and cul verts that will uipsited and replaced). We recommend that adequacy 01 existing and
upsited culverts in regard to fish passage on existing and proposed new roads in the project area he
discussed in the IlIS.

We note that a I S Region I study reported that 80 of surveyed road culverts impeded passage of
cutthroat trouit at some Ii Ic stage or duiri ng cemtai ii flows.
http://www.fs.usda.gov/lnternet/l S1 I)OCUMJ NTS/stc1prdh5 I I 7508.pdl . The lorest Service has
heen a leader in recogniti ng that road stream crossings often impede passage of aquatic Organisms,
and designi rig for aquatic organism passage.
http://www.fsicd.us/hiology/education/workshops/aop/index.html . We encourage upgrading of
culverts where such activity may improve fish passage at road stream crossings. Will the existing
and proposedl new road culverts in the Wild Cramer project area provide adedlulale fish passage’?
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I 5. ‘I’he I)) IS iìdicales that unaLithori ed motorited use occtirs wiihi ii the project iea pave 3(1. Vol.
I ).wilh motorists accessinr closed wads at uncliolis with open roads (driviii aimnid 01. destrovinc
chsure (ie’v’ices ) \vhere they access closed roads ihroiwh connector routes mid oil road travel. \\ e we

plsed that eiloits will be iiiade to reduce this uiiaiithoriíed use and pievent all increase iii use on

iiew ii cids and reci in strutted ii iads and n ist act vi ty r( ads IW leestiLbi ish I Ii 0 iad cit istiies ailer
project activities have occurred and iistaIlm additional closuie devices at moie eficctive locations

beyond the entry closure devices (page 3 I. Vol. ). We also appieciate the itorniation on road
closure devices and strateies provided in Appendix i\

I (. lor your inlormatiori ow. general recoinrnendalions ftgaithiiig rowIs are as hollows:

minimiIe riad construction and reduce road (lensity a5 much a 1055 ble to reduce potential
adverse elfecL to watersheds:

locate roads in uplands. away trom streams and riparian areas as much as possible:

I mini niiíe the number of road stream crossi nes:

locale wads away from steep slopes or erosive soils and areas of mass failure:

stabiliie cut and fill slopes:

1: provide or adequate road drajnage and control of surface erosion with measures such as adequate
numbers of waterbars. mai ntaininc crowns on roads. adequate numbers of rolling dips and ditch
relict culverts to promote drainage oil roads avoid drainage oi along roads and avoid interception
and routine sediment to streams:

consider road e fleets on stream structure and seasonal and spawning habitats:

al l( )W Ii r adequate large woody debris recrui tnient t( streams and ii parian builers near streams:

propery site culveris to handle flood events, pass bedload and woody debris, and reduce potential
br washout:

replace undersited cut verts and adjust culverts which are not properly aligned or which present
fish passage problems and/or serve as barriers to fish m igral urn

use bridges or open bottom culverts that simulate stream grade and substrate and that provide
adequate capac i t Ii )r 1 ood [lows, bedk )ad and w ody debris where needed to mini mite adverse

fisheries effects of road stream crossings.

Bladi ng f unpaved roads in a manner that c miributes to road erosion and sediment transport to
streams and wetlands should he a oidecl. It is important that r ad grading fl icus on reducing road
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surlace erosion and sediment delivery Ironi roads 10 area streams. Iiictices ol xpiliently
sidecasti ne 1raded material over the shoulder and wideni ic shoulders and snow pl\vinC can have
adverse ellects ti( )il sti•eaiiis. \A’et kinds. aiid ii paii ii1 iieas that are adjacent 1( ) ii )ads. These practices
should he avoided.

Roads are particular v vulnenihle to daniage during spring hreakup as overly—saturated r(iheds
Irom winter Iree/me are workiii 10 dry out. and this typically occurs between March 3() and tune
30. hut can vwy dependi ne on the severity ol the vi nier and spring weather conditions. We
encourace avoidi ic road use dun iic spninc breakup conditions. and closing roads to log haul during
spring break up to reduce ruin ng ol roads that increase road erosion and sediment deli very, and
cravelmc ol haul roads. Snow plowinc ol roads later in wilier br log haul should also be avoided to
limit runobb created road ruts durinc late w iter thaws that increase road erosion (i.e.. ruts channel
road rLlnoII alone roads incieasiiii erosion Liild sedinent trails[)Ort).

lorest Serice Region I provides trainmg Ion operators of road gmders regarding conduct of road
maintenance in a niLlnnei that protects streams and wetlands. (i.e.. ( raveI Roads Back to the Basics).
If there are road maintenance needs on unpaved roads adjacent to streams and wet lands we
encourage uti litation ol such training (contact I red Bower I S R I iransportation Management
I ngi neer. at 40(—32S)—3354).

We also note that there are trai iii ng videos available In m the I orest Service San I )i mas Technology
and I )evelopment Center br use by the I orest Service and its con tractors (e.g.. “I orest Roads and
the I nvironment —an overvievy ol how maintenance can affect watershed condition and fish habitat:
“Reading the Traveled Way” —how road conditions create problems and how to identify effective
treatments: “Reading Beyond the Traveled Way”—explains considerations ol roads vs. natural
landscape lunctions and how to design mai ii tenance to mi iii miie road impacts; “Smoothing and
Reshaping the Traveled Way’’—step by step process for smoothing and reshaping a road while
maintaining crowns and other road slopes: and “Maintaining the I )itch and Surface Cross I )rains”—
instructions br constructing and maintaining ditches. culverts and surface cross drains).

1 7. We appreciate the 1)1 iS analysis and evaluation (if potential nutrient effects of proposed timber
management and prescribed burning activities, including evaluation relative to the “Nutrient
Management Plan and Total Maximum I )ai ly I oad for 1 lathead I ake. Montana. The 1)1 lS states
that win Ic proposed activities will result in additional nutrient transport to streams in the project ai’ea.
and thus. to I Iathead I ake the amount of nutrient increase in the lake would not be discernible above
natural variability of lake nutrient levels (page 47. Vol. 2). The 1)1 dS also states that while there
would be measureable increases in nutrients in lower Truman Creek and lower Stoner Creek these
nutrient increases would be short—lived and not result in significant adverse effects.

I S. We appreciate the analysis of potential water yield and effects on stream channel stabilit) in tile
1—lydrology section of Volume 2 ob’ the 1)1 lS where it states that all of the stream reaches in the
project area are in stable condition and can accommodate significant water yield increases with little
01. no change to the stream channel morphology. Although it does state that there is an exception on
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one sireani reach on the \\esi—SouIli lork of Stoner (‘reek ( located in the west half of s etion 2 I ) on

NI’S ownership that has a poor stahiliiy mime and not hle siream channel erosioii and/or deposilion

occurrine ( pap’ l2. Vol. 2).

Ihe niodeled water yield increases in (he West—South I ork of Stoner ( reek are shown k he I 5.7

increase ahove existi ne levels) in Alternative 2 (Tahle 3_)4. page ( ). \‘ol . 2). This is a very

hLh water yield f)ir a channel I th existine i nstahili ty conditions. We support the proposed

eli ml nation ol X harvest units in this watershed iii Alternative 5 thai would reduce the water yield

increase to I 2.ô ( increase ahove cx istin levels) in the West—Si )uih I ork ol Si mer

( ‘reek( pae 57. Vol. 2). We note also thai the 1)1 IS states thai the West I ork Stoner (‘reek provides

the hest Fishery hahi tat wi ih numerous deep pools and overhead cover present ( page )2. Vol. 2).

Further emphasi .i ng the need in protect this hsherv habitat.

Jhe water yield increases for the proposed action in ihe South lork of Cramer (‘reek. North lork of

S toner (‘reek and in ‘Fri h. I S toner (‘reek are also very high. and create concerns ahoui potential

channel/hank stahi lily (i.e.. 2 1 •Y (6.2 increase above existing levels). I 6.34 (6.3/ increase

above exisfln levels), and I (•5( (7o) increase ahove existine levels. respeciively. in ihese

streams). The water yield increase in the North I ork of Stoner (‘reek is only reduced to I 5.W4

5.S’ increase above existi n levels) wiih Alternative 5 ( pave 57. Vol. 2t. and ihe water yield

increase in the South I ork ni (‘ramer (‘reek is only reduced to 2 I •7(4 (i.0,4 increase above existing

levels), and the water yield increase in Trih. I Stoner (‘reek remains at I ft5 ( 7o) increase above

existing levels) with Alternati “c 5. These all appear to still he very hieh water yield increases, even

in Al lernati ye 5 ihat was prepared to address water quality and quantity issues.

In regard to the South I ork of Cramer Creek it is stated that there is an ephemeral draw without an

established stream channel below NI S land which enters Plum (‘reek I and and then private land:

and this ephemeral creek eventually goes suhsurf ace once it eniers private lands. and the draw shows

no effect from the water yield increase from past timber harvest (page 2. Vol. 2. ‘I’his suggests that

the high water yield in the South I ork of Cramer Creek will not result in channel erosion prolileiiis.

However, we did not see similar discussion of the potential eflbct of thc predicted high water yield

increases on the North lork of Stoner Creek and Trib. I Stoner Creek. Es the I lathead National

1 orest sure that projected increases in waler yield in these watersheds will not adversely affect

stream channel or hank stability in the North I ork of Stoner Creek and Trib. I Stoner (‘reek? We

recommend that the I 1 lS discuss potential effects on these slream channels in regard to the

predicted high water ieid increases. Will sonic modification in egetation treaiments in these

drainages he needed to avoid stream channel instability?

I i. Ii is likely that some pniposed activities involving disturbance to streams will require regulatory

agency perniits and authonzations (e.g.. road ci mstruction. reconstruction. cuJvert replacements). We

appreciate (lie 1)1:IS identi F cation of permits and authorizations needed to implement the proposed

prqject. including a 1 edcraI Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit. Montana Streamside Protection

Act Permit (SPA I 24 Permit), a Montana Pollutant Discharge I limination System ( MPI )I S)



Stornl\valer I )ischaree ( ;eiiei’al I’t.’rnit. anti Shori—term V’Valer Quali[y Sianclaid lurhiduly
Authoru/ation (31 i Authoru atuon) (pae ). We eiicotnnie the INI to contact Mr. ‘Idd 1 Ilineer of
the lJ.S. Army Corps of In!ineers. fVloniana ( )fIice in I lelena at 406—441—1375 or Ms. Christina
Schroeder of the Corps of I ngineers. M issoula ( )flice at 4( )(‘—54 I —445 extension 325. to determine
applicahility 1)1 404 permit ftquienleIIts to pro1msed construction activities in or near streams or
wetlands: and encourage contact with Mr. .Jeff Ryan of the Montana 1)1 Q at 406—444—4626 in regard
to M 1)1 :Q permits and auth tn tatit tns

A IViontana Stream Perm ittin ( uide is aval lable It) explain the various permi Iti ng authorities
http://dnrc.mt.gov/permits/streampermitting/euide.asp. Also to ease the administrative burden the
Federal and State aencies have developed a single permit application for the various potential
per Is or auth( tn tations that may he needed ( http://dnrc.mLgov/permits/de foul Lasp
http://dnrc.mLgov/permits/streampermuttulw/iou lit apphcation.asp ).

20. Similar to our comment if 0 above, it is stated that there would he “no sediment yield’’ due to timber
harvest/yardine (tractor skidding or cable). slash pile burning. broadcast slash burning, log landing
construction/use. slash processing/transport (or pyrol ysi s processing and road drainage B M P

installation (page 41 . Vol. 2). While we agree that with proper use ol BM Ps. propel’ planning and use
ol appropriate mitigation measures sediment production and transport to streams from vegetation
treatment activities should be nh ni mal. it is likely that some erosion and sedimeii t production and
transport may still occur. We suggest stating that such activities should result in “minimal sediment
yield” rather than “no sediment yield.’’

2 I . Proposed management activities, including timber harvest with ground based equipment,
construction ol temporary roads. skid trails. landings. and use of prescrihed lire. could all impact
water quality by disturbing soils and promoting erosion and sediment transport to streams and other
waler bodies. As noted in our comment #3 above ground based tractor harvests have greater
potential for soil disturbance and sediment production and transport. The overall amount of tractor

harvest br each action alternatives was not summari ted and clearly disclosed in Chapter 2
descriptions of alternatives, although we estimate that tractor harvests are greatest with Alternatives
2 and 5 and least with Alternatives 3 and 4. We generally encourage use of less ground disturbing
timber harvest methods br harvests on erosive soi Is such as skyline cable or winter logging over
snow or n Irozen ground.

We appreciate the analysis and discussion of potential effects on soils in Chapter 3 of the Dl lS.
Table 3— 123 (page 105. Vol. 2) showing that the treatment area includes no landtypes with severe
erosion hazards, and that the maji rity ol proposed tractor harvest treatments are planned for areas

with slopes less than 40 percent (reducing risk of mass failures). We also appreciate the mitigation

measures. design criteria and B M Ps po posed to protect soils and reduce erosion during and after

harvests (e.g.. 75 foot skid trail spacing. slash and waterbars on skid trails, seeding and revegetation

of bare soils. oody debris retention for soil prodiictivity. etc. Table 2— I 7. Appendix B).
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We lu! lv support such use oF less damagi rig harvest methods (winter logging. skyline cable Ioggr ig

on sensi Ii ye soils. and use ol appropnale BM I s and erosion control practices. We oFten suggest

niitieatron ilieastii’es such as use ol existi nu skid trails wherever possible: restrict Oils on skidding

with tracked machinery in sensitive areas: usin slash mats to protect soils: constructing waler bars:

crealin brush sediment traps: adding slash to skid trail stiriaces alter reconlouring and ripping:

xeediie/plantrn ol Iorhs. grasses 01. shrubs to reduce soil erosion and hasten recovery: as well as

iecofllOllrimL slashmi and seedim oF temporary roads and lo landiig areas lollowing use to reduce

erosion and adverse impacts to soils.

We are pleased that lable 3— I 27 (pages I I 7 to I 2(. Vol. 2). showing estimates 0! existing and

potential percent detrimental soil disturbance increases For each treatment unit iii each alternative.
indicates that all treatment units would be in compliance with the I orest Service Regional standard
For no more than I 5 percent detrimental soil disturbances.

22. We are pleased that downed woody debris would be retained For wildliFe (i.e.. I ( ) tons per acre.

where available. Table 2— 17). since this is also likely to maintain long—term soil productivity. It is

important that adequate amounts of woody debris be retained on—site lol lowi rig vegelative treatments

to maintar ii soil productivity.

23. I P\ considers the protection. improvement, and restoration of wetlands and ri parian areas to be a

high pot wi ty. Wetlands and riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical k

the protection oF designated water uses. I xecut ive ( )rder I I S)’-i() requires that all I “ederal Agencies

protect wet lands. It is important that wetlands and ii pain areas be po periy managed b mai ntai ii

arid restore the health of watersheds and aquatic resources to sustain aquatic and terrestrial species

and po wide water oF su Flicient quality and quantity to support bene 1’icial uses. Adequate n

vegetation in stream—side areas must be maintained to stahiliie streambanks and stream channels

during I loods and other periodic high flow eents.

Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (Rl-ICI\s ) are an important management element in the Interior

(‘of umbia I osi ii (IC’ B) Strategy to maintain and restore the health of watersheds. ri parian. and

aquatic res( nrrces t( I sustain aquatic and terrestrial species and pit iide water’ oF su l’ficient quali B’ and
quaitit’ to support beneficial uses (see http://www.ichernp.gov/html/ichstraLpd! : and “A

I ramew irk For Incorporati rig the Aquatic and Ri parian Habitat (_‘ imponerit of the Interior Columbia

Basin Strategy into 131 J\I and 1 oresi. Service Plan Revisions.
http://www.icbcmp.gov/htmh/aqripIrm7SO4.pdl It is important that proposed activities be

insistent ith the ripanan management obecti es described in the 1C13 Strategy, hich include:

Achie’ve physical integri lv of aquatic ecosystems:
Pro ide an amount and distribution of woody debris sufficient to

sustain physical and biological complexity:
Provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation:

Provide appropriate amounts and distri bu lions of’ source habitats

for riparian— Or wetland—dependent species: and
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l’eslore 01. niaintain \\alt_i quality and liydrolomi processes.
I’estore or lilaintaill naturally liII1I.’ti0I1iI1 Fif)HrIaTl veeelalion

L()l11ll1tIflilIi5.

\‘Ve ie pleased that all ii flits were desiened to meet the kipanaii I lahi tat ( onseivation /\Iea ( RI lCi\

lequireni(.’nts under INIISI I to p)tect the stream chLLiiileI an(_l maintain water quality and aquatic
habitat. aiid that all of the wetlands and/or ripariall areas would hau hu Ifers around them to fleet
ci ther IN I 1511 or the VIoli tana Streamside MaiiaL’elflent lone I a\’. whichever has the !rr’ test hu icr

distance ( iee 57. Vol 2). RI l(’As widths would he 3(H) feet or all lish—heari nr streams in the
f)roect area with activities proposed along them e.g. Stoner. Wild Bill. Iruman. I mmons, and
Patrick creeks) 5( ) feet for perennil 0011—i sli bean iie streams and wet ands reater than I acre: and
So feet flw intermittent streams and wetlands less than I acre. paie 97. Vol. 2).

AIthouch the 1)1 IS states that Alternative 2 would allow lbr soi tie (hi nni n and/or tree harvest inside
(lie INI 15 Ii and Montana SM! buffer tones on 11111 ts 29. 4 I 42. and 79 via a combination of
diectional Idling. pullmg cable and yarding horn outside the huller tone, and/or having lull
suspension of logs within the buffer tone ( pae32. Vol. 2). we support the proposal in Alternative 5
k drop porlions of the proposed treatments in riparian hahiiat conservation areas (within unils
4 1/42/44. 29. and 79). II sonic riparian treatments are i nd oiled wi Ill the preferred alternative we
suggest that the I orest hydrologist and/or fisheries biologist he required to he present when crews

are laying out treatment units and marking trees in commercial or non—commercial treatments withi ii

riparian areas along streams to ensure adequate riparian and stream protection. We also recommend
that all harvest units he reviewed in the field to determine lhe presence of wetlands, and that
wetlands he iden t i lied on the Sale Area Map and flagged on the grout id ti hetter assure that timber

d( fl trac t( rs will he able to avoid them.

Monitoriiiu.

24. We believe monitoring should he an integral part of land management. The I P\ endorses [lie
concept of adaptive management whereby ellects of i m plemen tato in act i \‘l ties are determined
through illoni tori ng (i.e.. ecological and environmental effects). Ii is through the iterative process of
setting goals and objectives, planning and carrying out proiects. monitoring impacts of projects. and
feeding hack monitoring results to managers so they can make needed adjustments. that adaptive

management works. In situations where impacts are uncertain, moni ng programs allow
identi hcation of actual impacts. so that adverse impacts may he identified and appropriately
mitigated.

We appreciate the discussion of monitoring in (‘hapter 2 of the 1)1 IS (pages 52—55. Vol. I ). and the
listing of 13M Ps and discussion of I3MP monitoring and evaluation in /\ppendi x 13. although we are

concerned that the 1)1 IS states that funding for morn ton ng has not vet been made at this time, and

future availability of monitoring funds is unknown (page 55. Vol. I ). It is important to provide

adequate monitoring budget. particularly to monitor l3M P effectiveness. si nec it helps assure that
HMPs were properly placed on the ground in regard to both road construction and vegetative

IS



IIl ICI1i\ft’Ill.Ilt 0 \VIE(i tjtialiiy stIiidlids loi’ Il0i1—p0iIl S0tiFC’ iC1iViti’S OCCtiiS

[hO )iIl Ilk’ ill lllCillCil lilt 11)11 ol B f\4 I s.

\Ve olk’ii also i(()illllleild \\‘Ht(’i qiial tY/Irlitc5 illOiiit()liIH1 h)r deterniini ic e (Tech veness iii BI\1 I s
Ill PlotectiliL \Vatel (lual I ly. Al Eliouch 13M Ps ale desieiied to [lI0(ect water qiiai ity. they olWii need 1(1
he evaltiated with waler quality liloilitorile to verily their el’l’ectiveness. If found ineffective. BMPs
Ileed to he revised. and impacts ill iii ated We (1 tell recoin mend that aq nat ic 111011 ti ring he i ilc I uded
iii projects. tisi lie aqtialic 110111 tori iie parailleters such as clianiiel cross—sectjoiis. hank stahi Ii ty.
\A/idtll/(.je1lIh ratios. nIlle stahility index. po(5. Iree woody dehns. tile sedinlent. peNile counts.
nlacloillVertelirates, etc.. lioloeical Illonitorille can he particular y hielpiul. since illoilitorille of tile
aquatic hiokigical comminlity inleerates the ellects ol pollutant stressors over time and. thus.
provides a more hol jstic measure ol iTnpacts thaii grah Saillples.

\Ve i’ecocnj/e that there are I muted iesotirces for water qua] ity nioni k)ri ne. and that water quality
nipacts 1mm the proposed Wi Id (lamer Project acti \Ij ties appear to he low, although adequate road

planiimg. desien and road 13M Ps wilt he ileeded durinc road coiistrtictioii. so (here may he reduced
Ileed (or water quality nloIlitoriIlC to determine actual water quality and aquatic impacts for tile Wild
(lamer project. We also note that there may he PAC1 1SH/INI ISH Biological ( )pinion (P1 13( ))
1110111 t( in hg sites in tile project area that perhaps could he used to help eval nate actual project effects
on water quality and aquatic hahitat. (http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/llshecology/crnp/index.html). If

there are P1 l3( ) 1110111 toil iii sites ill the area perhaps they may he considered (or their potential to
evaluate project water quality effects.

25. We are pleased that soil 1110111 tori ig would be performed post—i nplementahoii k) determine if
selected units met Region I Soil Quality Standards (e.g.. skid trails meetillg specified spacing
requirements). and that restoration efforts would he undertaken on units here detrimental soil

disturhance is lound to exceed I 5 percent (page l 2. Vol.2).

Air Quality

2(i. Burning is po)posed with all action alternatives. The proposed action illclUdes the most burning ( .e..
3.779 acres of pile burning, I .434 acres of’ hroadcast burning, burning of slash on 25 I piles on

landings. and underhurning on 22X acres (Table 3—134. page 177, Vol. 2). Alternatives 3. 4 and 5
include lesser amounts of burning. Tile I PA supports judicious and well planned use of prescribed
foe to reduce haxardous fuels and restore fire to forest ecosystems, and the ilatioilal goal reduce the
risk of unci 1l tml led wild lire iii wi idland—urban i Ilterlace areas.

)l’ course a on know snloke from lire contains air poii utants. includ ng tiny particulates (PM o and
l’Ms) which can cause health problems. especially for people suffering 110111 respiratory illnesses
such as asthma or emphysema. or heart prohleins. PM and PM particles are hoth of concern.

although PM is greater concern because it can penetrate into the Itnlgs whereas larger particles

included ill tile coarse ftaction of PM i) deposit in tile upper respirators tract. Particulate

concentrations that exceed health standards have been measured downw md from prescrihed burns. It

I (i



is important ihit proposed hLirnm activities. when omhined with air qtialitv inipaels Irom e xiernal

smirces. do not eceed Ntioii1 Ambient :\IF Quality Slaiidards NA/\ç)S ): and that smoke not

redtice visil’iIily or diiinish Ilir’ appreciation ol scenic vistas in the nalions Nalional Parks and

Wilderness /\reas ( ideutilied as mandatory (lass I Federal areas).

We preclate the (‘hapter 3 analysis am_I discussion ol potential efi cts to air quality Ironi

prescribed burnino activities (paees 173 to I 7_). Vol. 2). including the disciosue of ininiation
about the I Iaihea.I (ouiity Ai Quality hotliiie aiid the Moiitana/ldalio Airshed ( iroup
www.sniokeniii.org) that all burnm will comply with the State Smoke Manaeement han (Table 2—

17). \‘Ve also appreciate the identilication of nearby cities desiwiated as non—attainment areas lo
PM (1 ( Kalispell. Columbia Iihls. and Whitefish), and (‘lass I air quality areas near the project area

Bob Marshall Wilderness Area east of the project area and in the direction of prevailing winds).

We note that the Ilathead Indian Reservation (‘lass I air quality area is also in close proximity to the
prIeet area (south of the project area). ( laeier National Park (northeast of the project area) and
should also be evaluated in reeard to visibility effects. In addition we generally encourage inclusion

(II a map in the air quality section of the I lS showing the relative locations of (‘lass I areas and PM
and PM) s non—attainment areas in order to more clearly display locations of sensitive air quality

areas relative to burn areas for the public.

The 1)1 dS indicates that the Smoke Impacts Spreadsheet (S IS) was used to model smoke dispersion

and concentrations for each alternative, and that all areas over I mile from concentrated burning
would be below the PM2. 35 pg/m3 24—hour average NAAQS t page I 7. Vol. 2). We note that
‘Fables 3— I 34 to 3— I 37 appear to show that pile burning may result in some borderline exceedances
of the 35 pg/ni PM 2. 24—hour average NAAQS within I mile from p le burns,

We are lilcased that the 1)1 lS states that the cumulative effects of Wild (‘tamer prescribed burning
alternatives would not head to a violation ol air quality standards (page I 7Y. Vol. 2). 1 lowever. we
recommend that the I 1 lS include: (I) discussion of appropriate smoke monitoring techniques and
mitigation to mini in/c e fleets to nearby residents downwind of prescribed burns (including
meteorological conditions lavorabie for mitigated prescribed lire smoke and alternatives to
prescribed fn’e such as mechanical fuel reduction methods): and (2) requirements for the
incorporation of the Interagency Prescribed 1 ire Planning and Implementation Procedures ( luide
(July 2U(T’. http://www.nwcg.gov/pmsfkxl ire/rxfireuide.pdf ) into the site—specific burn plans
designed for each prescribed burn conducted under this project.

We also recommend 1:1 lS disclosure that smoke management programs depend on favorable
meteorological conditions to disperse smoke. but that despite best efforts to predict favorable
conditions. the \ eather can change causing smoke not to disperse as intended. This can be especially
pi’oblematic for smoldering pile burns when a period of poor ventilation follows a good ventilation
day .Accordingly. it is important that the public be notified about burning near residences and the
potential lor high smoke concentrations to occur. We suggest that pile burn units be burned one unit
at a time to avoid cumulative smoke effects between units.
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27. Ii is stated (paes 2X. 2k). ‘v’ol. ) that iion—lraditional post—harvest treatments such as pyrolysis may

also he used 10 process loresi hioiiass to extract emiv colilenI to create hio—oii or other iiery

products. Pviolysis is described as all emerm i tecliiiokiy that the I orest Service is studvi ii in

sonic areas ol the cOUiltlV to promote soil producuvity via productioii ol hiochar 1mm lorest biomass
which can be applied 10 soils. We 110W that pyioiysis (II IOWSI bloiflass also has PoWfltHI tO reduce
air pollutant emissions by reducing hurni ig ol IoHng slash. This could redu’ air pollutant

emissions. \Vhich could be an important beneht silce the Wild Cramer prolect area is located near

tIn.’ PM H) air quality non—attainment areas ol Kalispell. Whitelish and Columbia I :ll and the

I lathead Indian Reservation. flub Marshall Wiklerness and ( lacier National l’arl\ (‘lass 1 air quality

areas. In addition biochar can retain carbon or long periods, giving p.rolysis a potential benefit in

reducme greenhouse eas emissions as well.

The 1)1 1S states that in the event biomass conVersion is economically feasible. logging slash would
be chipped at the landing sites and convered to bio—deri ed luels. It is not clear. therelore. if
pyrolysis of forest biomass is actually being proposed on the Wild Cramer pro ed or is just
considered as a possibility. II pyrolysis ol logging, slash is proposed it would be ol jiflerest in the

dS to disclose the extent to which lorest biomass (logging slash) may be pyrolyzed. and the extent

t( ) which such pyo d ysi s may red tice air poi1 u lant enhissn ns from open burn ilig. We very iii nell

encourage I he I lathead NI to consider pyr d ysi s of logging slash as an alternative to burni hg slash

due to its many benefits.

2. Ihe National Ambient Air Quality Standaftl ( NAAQS 1 for PM3 is identified as 35 mg/rn3 for
the 24—hour average on pages I 7( and I 75 (Volume 2). This is likely a typographical error since the
NAAQS for tile 24 hour average PM5 is 35 pg/ni . but we recommend that this error he corrected in

the UI dS.

Climate Change

2. Climate change research indicates that climate is changing. and that tile change will accelerate, and

that huiiian gl’eeilhOus(.’ gas t( jH( ì ) eilliSXiOflS. primarily carbon dioxide emissions (C02), are the

main source of accelerated climate change (United Nations Intergox eromenwi Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) ht(p:/Iwww.ipcc.ch/). The lorest Service has developed guidance on consideration

of climate change in pi’qect—level NI P’\ documents ( see at.
i,j,jp://www.fs.fed.us/ernc/nepa/clirnate change/includes/cc nepa guidance.pclf ). that suggests I’ tS

analysis and disclosure ol the following:

• The c lThct (II a proposed prject on climate change ((il-IC emissions amid carhoTi cycling .

I xamples include: short—term GI—I( i emissions and alteration to the carbon cycle caused by
hazardous fuels reduction projects. and avoiding large (Il [( Cifli55H ns pulses and el fects to the
carbon cycle by thinning overstocked stands to increase forest resilience and decrease the potential

P w large scale wild ii i.e.



• ‘[he ellect ol cli mate chwiie on a pmpos d pIoJ’ct. I xamples include: ci iects ol expected shi Its in
raiiaii In(i tenperatuIx’ patterns on the sed stock selection br relorestation ailer tiniher harvest and
ebiects ol chaned stream liydroraphs due to earl icr snowmel Is.

Ihe I orest Service also has in formative uidance on the role of ci imate chane in dri vi m at least
some hark hectic outhreaks (hup://www.Isied.us/eere/topics/hark—heeties.shtmi ). i’emperature
in ii uences everythi n in a hark hectIc’s Ii fe. from the numhcr of eggs laid by a si nule female hectic,
to the beetles ahility to disperse to new host trees. to nidividuals over—winter survival and
developmental timing. I :icvated temperatures associated with climate change. particularly when
there are consecutive warm years. can speed up reproductive cycles and reduce cold—induced
mortal i 1)1. Shi Its 1 precipitation patterns and associated drought can also influence hark heetie
outhreal< dynamics hy weakening trees and making them more susceptible to hark beetle attacks. o
seedi i ns. and affect the ability ol trees to prosper through time, and may have added to stress
lack irs leadi iii w al’I’ccti n the current hark beetle attacks.

I PA Remon S sum.ests a eneral bour step approach to address climate change in Ni ii\ documents
that appears consistent with the I ‘orest Service guidance.

• Briefly discuss the link between greenhouse gases (( H( is) and climate change. and (he potential
impacts of climate change. (see hup://www.epa.gov/climaiechange/ , )ihp://www.bx.fed.ux/ccrel
hnp://www.ipcc.ch/ ).

• I )escribe the capacity ol the proposed action to adapt to projected climate change effects.
nicludi ng consideration of future needs.

• Characterite. quantify and disclose the expected annual cumulative emissions of ( i[i( is
attributable to the pmject. using annual C( )2—equivalent as a metric for comparing the di fierent
types of ( iIi( 15 emitted. It is suggested that the projects emissions he descrihed in the context of
total ( IH( emissions at regional. national and global scales ( over the hf me of’ the prject).

• I )iscuss potential means to mitigate project—related emissions as appropriate pursuant to Cl Q
regulations (40 C1R Sections 1502.14(1’). 1502.16(h). 1505.14).

The Wild Cramer 1)1 1S includes discussion of climate change in regard to effects on forest

vegetation (pages 192— 194. Volume 1), and hydrology (pages 22—26. Vol. 2). and also integrates
climate change discussion into other Chapter 3 discussions of the affected environmental and
environmental consequences (e.g.. wildli Ic). It reports (hat average annual temperatures are
warming mountain snowpacks are declining, and spring runoff is occurring earlier in western
Montana: and that the global average surface temperature increased 0.74 degrees Centigrade from
I 906 to 2005. and additional increases of I . I to 6.4 degrees Centigrade are projected by 2 I 00 (i.e.,
increases aho e the I 990 temperatures). These higher temperatures stress hwest ccos stems by
exacerbating negative water balance, reduce photosynUesis: increase insect and disease problems
and forest mortality brom beetle outbreaks: change v atershed hydrology and f’ish and wildlife
effects: and increase wildfire risks. We also note that climate change affects fire behavior with fire
activity occurring earlier in the season: more wildiand b’ire starts escaping initial attack: flame length
and lire intensity increasing: and Fires spreading more rapidly.
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\Ve appreciate the inclusioii ol climate change inlormatioii and discussion in the 1)1 IS. We believe it

is heiplul to pIi)nlole unproved public tinderstandmg 01 ilk’ ellects ol climate change with such

discussions and disclosures in NI1i\ docunients.

Noxious Weeds

30. Weeds are a greal threat to biodiversity and can olten out—compete nalive plants and produce a

monoctilture that has little or no plant species diversity or benefit to wildlife. Noxious weeds tend to

zai n a toothold where there is disturbance in the ecosystem. such as road building, logging. Ii vestock

i n w fire activities. I PA supports integrated weed management. and recommends weed control

measures at the earl jest stae ol invasion 10 reduce impacts to native plant communities. Weed

Pft’\’L.nt{oil is the m ist c st—ellecti \‘e way t nianage and control weeds by av uding new in lestations

and spread 01. weeds. and thus. av )idi ng the need for subsequent weed treatments. We also

encourage trackmg ol weed inlestations. control actions. and effectiveness of control actions in a

I orest—level weed database.

We appreciate the 1)1 lS analysis and discussion of invasive plant species (pages 227 to 247. Vol. I ).
and are pleased that Table 2— I 7 includes design features to ci introl weeds (e.g.. seeding! revegetation

of bare ground: washing equipment: spraying weeds: etc.). It states that almost all ol the in lestations

in the project area are ( )fl roadsides or are ass ciated with o ‘ads (page 230. Vol. I ). and references

the Noxious and Invasive Weed (‘ontrol I )ecision Notice ( il 2001 . The 1)1 lS indicates that as funds

allow, the forest botanist, botany technicians. lorest noxious weed specialist, or noxioLis weed crew.

would survey and monitor for weeds in all ground—disturbed areas in treatment units roads. and

temporary roads. Weed monio ng would occur for at least 3 years lol lowing project activities (page

X6. Vol. 1). It also states that herbicide is the most commonly used treatment to kill invasive species.

and this can also affect native plant species (page 245. Vol. I ).

While we support needed herbicide applications for weed control. it should be noted that herbicide

drift into streams and wetlands could also adversely affect aquatic life and wetland functions such as

On d chai ii supp wt and habitat f w wet land species. I fforts should be made to avoid transport ol

herbicides into surface waters that. could adversely affect fisheries and other water uses. The 1Nl
should assure that herbicides and chemicals used for weed control are applied in a safe manner in

accordance with I ederaI label instructions and restrictions that allow protection and rntuntenance of

water quality standards and ecological integrity, and avoid pubhc health and safety problems.

Montana Water Quality Standards I Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) I 7.30.( and 1 7.30.7)

do not i nd ude numerical criteria f r aquatic life protecti m br man herbicides, and it is important

to iecogni/e that research and data recluirements necessary to establish numerical aquatic lie waler

quality criteria are very rigorous, and many herbicides and weed control chemicals in use are t( ric.

even though numerical aquatic life criteria have not been established. The Montana Water Quality

Standards include a general nLuTati ‘ e standard requiring surlace water ‘‘to b fn’efroin substoiici’,s
that (I(’(lt(’ (Ofl((’IitI’(ltiOIIS till/LI? (1l’(’ IO.V/L 01 Il(1I’llitlIl to (Iqu(lt/( li/c.
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Sone su$gestions to reduce potential waler quality and hsheries ellects Irom heihicide spraying ale

to assure that applicators: ) are certi lied and hilly trnned and eqtnpped with aj opliate personal
protective equipment: 2) apply herhicides according to (he lahel : and 3) herhicide appl icators should
take precatihons (luril1 sprayilW (e.g.. applyiiig herbicide only alter carelul reView oh wethei
reports io nsiie niinimal likelihood oh rainhall ‘ithin 24. hours oh spi iyine: spcial pRcautions
adjacent to (lie sileam to r duce runoll ioteiitia1. etc.: 4) no herbicide spi iyin will occur in streams
and wetland.s or other aquatic areas ( seeps. springs): 5) streams and wetlands in any area to he
sprayed he identi tied and flagged Ofl Foe ground R) assure that herbicide applicators are aware oh Ilk’
location o wetlands. and thus. can avoid sprayin in or near wetlands: ( ) use treatment methods that
tarret i rn_li v idual noxious weed plants in ii pan an and wetland areas (depending on the targeted weed
species. manual control or hand pullin niay he one oh the hest options hor weed control within
ii parian/wetland areas or close t( ) water).

We also recom mend that ioad ditches leadi n to intermittent and peren nial streams be flaeeed as m —

spray tones and especially not sprayed with picloram hased herbicides. 1-lerhicides should he applied
at (he lowest rate effective in meeting weed control objectives and according to guidelines br
protectine public health and the environment. In addition we recommend that weed treatments he
cooidi nated with the I orest hotanist to assure protection to sensitive plants. and coordinated with
hishenes biologists and wildlife biologists to assure that sensitive hishenes and wildlihe habitat areas
are pr )tec ted.

Please also note that there may he additional pesticide use limitations that set Forth geographically
speci lie requirements br the protection ol endangered or threatened species and their designated

critical habitat. This in bormation can be hound at http://www.epa.gov/espp/bulletins.htm You may

also want to consider use of a more selective herbicide (clopyralid) br use in cornier associated
communities to reduce impacts on non—target vegetation. In addition we note that spotted knapweed.
which is a prevalent noxious weed species in western Montana. is non—rhitornatous and should be
relatively easy to control with lower rates of the most selective low toxicity herbicides.

I or your in lormation. the websi te br I PA inbormation rearding pesticides and herbicides is
hap://www.epa.gov/pcsticides/ . The National Pesticide Telecommunication Network NPTN)
website at http://nptn.orst.edu/tech.htm which operates under a cooperative agreement with I PA
and ( )regon State University and has a wealth oh inhormation on toxicity. mobility, environmental
hate on pesticides that may be heiplul (phone number 500—555—7378).

3 I . We also believe an elTecti ye noxious vveed control proram should consider restrictions on
motorized uses. particularly oil—road uses. where necessary. ( )IT—road vehicles travel oil—trw I,
disturbing soil. creating weed seedbeds. and dispersing seeds widely. Weed seeds are olten
transported by wind and water, animal fur. leathers and Feces, but priniari ly by people. The greatest
vector for spread of weeds is through motorized vehicles—cars, trucks. ATVs. motorcycles, and even
snowmobiles. Weed seeds are olten caught on the ehicle undercarriage in mud and released on the
loresi. A single vehicle driven several beet through a knapweed site can acquire up to 2.000 seeds.
200 oh which max’ still he attached alter 10 miles oh driving (Montana Knapweeds: ldenti lication.
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BloloLv md Manaement. MXI’ I’,xt nsion Sivice). Weed seed dispersal horn non—moioiied travel

is ol lesser concern because ol Iewei places to col I ct/ti rnsport seed. and the dispersal rate and

distances alon irmis are less with nou—rnoiori,’ed iravel. Resiriclions Ofl fl’iotoi’iieii uses may be

needed ater burnine and harvest activities until native veetation is reestablished in the disturbed

areas to reduce J()tential lou weed iiilestaiion of 11w disturbed sites. As noted in our comment #15

above we appreciate the I NI’s proposed efforts to reduce unauthorited motoi’ited uses in Ihe project

area..

: )resi \‘e etati

32. Ihe 1)1 IS discussion ol lorest ve!etation (paes 99—200. Vol. I) pro\’ides helpful information

reimdin lorest ve,wiative conditions. inclu(lim loresi sii’uctin’e and composition. (iisturbance

processes. insects and patIioens. etc.. I i’i\ supports \‘e!etatiVe treatments to reduce forest

susceptihi Ii tv to insect and disease agents and I ire risks, and we support protection ol old growth

stands as much as possible. since they are ecolocical l diverse and pro\ide good breeding and

I’eedin habitat for many bird and animal species (e.g.. barred owl. great gray owl. pile.ited

woodpecker). Much old growth habitat has already been lost. and it is important to prevent

continued loss ol old erowth habitat and promote long—term sustmnahility ol old rowth stands, and

resk)re where possible the geographic extent and connectivity ol old growth. ( )l’ten lands outside the

lorest boundary have not been managed l’or the lite—seral or old growth component. so National

I orest lands may need to contribute more to the late—seral component to compensate for the loss of

this conipoflent on other land ownerships withi ii an ecoregion.

Table 3— 10 ( pages 14 I . I 42. Vol. I ) shows late successional old rowth. both currently and

lollowing project implementation. This table indicates that I 97 acres. 141 acres. 54 acres. and 130

acres would he lost with i\lternaii yes 2. 3. 4. and 5. respecii vely (i.e.. relative to no action).

I—lowe\’er. Table 2—20 comparing alternative in Chapter 2 (page 9 I ) shows di I’feri ng e fleets on old

growth acreage br the action alternatives: and the Chapter 3 tables disclosing old growth treatments

for the various action alternatives (i.e.. Table 3— 1 5. page 1 72: Table 3—20. pages 175. 179; Table 3—

25. page 154: Table 3—30. page 1 X9: and Table 3—44 (pages 259. 260) in the Wildlife Section ol’ the

1)1 IS shows additional differing old growth impacts for the various action aiternati\es (i.e.. di I’fereni

ftom Table 3— 10 and Table 2—20). It would be helpful if the information on old growth effects in

these various tables could be presented in a more coherent and consistent manner (i.e., consistenc

between Table 2—20. Table 3-10, Tables 3—IS. 3-20. 3-25. and 3-30. and Table 3—44 or clearer

explanations for the di lTerences in old growth effects disclosed in these \‘ai.ious tables).

Since the 1)1 lS states that old growth habitat is m t proposed br treatment with any action

alternative (page 276. ‘vol. I . it would be helpful to more clearly explain the causes of ihe various

reductions in old growth projected to occur with the action alternatives. We note that the 1)1 1S

indicates that Alternative 4 would retain the greatest amount of late successional and potential old

growth. followed b Alternatives 3, 5 and 2 (page 259. Vol. 1). Although we recogmte that there arc

many considerations and trade—oft’s in addition to old growh effects (e.g.. Table 3—3S. page 213. Vol.

I . shows Alternatives 2 and 5 reduce fuels and fire risk in the WLJ I by a greater amount than



Alleriialives and 4). We e.iiiaIly lavor imderstory tIininin 1mm below. slashin and prescribed
Ii( to address luels htnld—up with ix’duced ‘colouical impacts. We also lavor reteillioll ol the larger
nioie Vleorou5 trees dun ii Ii mber harvests. particularly trees ol desirable tree species whose overall
c()Ii1I)OSltiOli IliaV be in deci inc ( ponderosa I ne. western larch).

We do not oppose ti atinents in old .!rowth stands that protect old growth characteristics (e.g..

wildh Ic habitat values), such as thinnin UI understory or tinder I irnin to reduce luel loads and
ladder luels in old rowth. Such treatments amy lessen the threat ol stand removal by a wildfire and
reduce competition with other vegetation to promote healthier. large old trees. and long—term
protection and sustainability of old growth stands.

WiIdli Fe/Threatened & I ndanrered Species

33. lable 3—24 identi lies sensitive wildlife species on the I Nl . although the narrative states that a many
ol these sensitive species are not present or do not have suitable habitat in the project area (page 250.
\/ d . I). It appears that the 11am mulated owl, black—backed woodpecker, fisher. wol veil ne. gray w ii.

and boreal (western) toad are the sensitive species that may reside or have habitat within the project
area. and that the hiack—backed woodpecker. Ilainmul ated owl. canada lynx. and Fisher are Federally—
listed or sensitive species associated with old growth (page 253. Vol. I ).

We are pleased that the 1)1 IX indicates that the proposed project will have no or low elTects t( I these
sensitive species. \vi th timber harvest and road building activities pn posed with Alternative 2 having
the greatest eflect on these sensitive wildli Fe species and their habitat, while Alternatives 3 and 4
have the least elTect.

34. We are pleased that retention (II snags lou wildli Ic are among the design criteria identified in Table
2— I 7 to pro\uide adequate habitat br ca\’ity nesting species such as the black—hacked woodpecker
(e.g.. all standing dead cull western larch. ponderosa pine and l)ouglas—Fir trees 16 inches d.h.h. or
greater would be retained within treatment units with a few exceptions; a minimum 2 (dry habitat
types) to 6 (moist habitat types) snags per acre >1 2” d.b.h. of larch. ponderosa pme. l)ouglas—fir.
other species in order of pre1erence selecting larger snags over smaller and kivoring snags showing
signs of wildli Ic use: etc.). The 1)1 IS indicates that effects of the proposed project on the black—
backed woodpecker would be negligible and are unlikely to cause a decline in population viabi Ii ty or
lead to fl.deral listing of this species or its habitat (page 322. Vol. 1).

35. We are als pleased that if an active C o )shawk nest is located in or adjacent to a treatment unit.
logging and related activities in the i inmediate vicinity would he subject to timing restrictions

dr laying idjiu_ nI Lit. ti vi ti s until July I S (Tablc 2— I 7) mLiki ng it unlikcl v th it mLinagc on. nt LIctivi tics

would disturb a nesting pair of birds and cause them to abandon their nest site.

36. The 1)1 IS indicates that two Threatened & I ndangered (T&l ) Species. the gilzily bear and Canada
lynx. may occur within the influence area ol the prqject (page 249, Vol. 1). 1 ITects on the threatened
Canada lynx are e aluated in regard to compliance with the Northern Rockies Lynx Management
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I )irection ( NRI Ml)) (l ible 3—ft pages 3(0—3(4. Vol. I ). and the 1)1 IS reports project ciripliarice

with the N RI f’v1 I). It also states that a bioloical assessilieni on the prelerred alternative will be sent

to ihe LIX. lish & WiIdIile Service (LISIW’S) to ensure ihat the ie and location olproposed

treatments will maintain adequate habitat conhlectivity within the bounds of the iii rdental take

statement br the tier—one analysis. and that the Wi Id ( ‘ranier Project is compatible with the recovery

of the (‘anada lynx: and thai the I SI WS will make a determination about effecis ol the proposed

project on (‘anada Ivn> be tare the po ject decisi ri is made.

In reeard to ellects on the threatened uriií.iy ‘ear the 1)1 15 states that habitat security would be

reduced to the reatest deree by alternative 2 and to the least deree by alternative 3. \ Iternative 2

would iiivolve use of 115 miles ot existin closed road and construction or reconstruction of about

27 miles. Alteriiative 3 would involve use ot 61 miles ot currently closed road and construction or

reconstruction ol about I 3 miles ot road. Alternatives 4 and S would be in between alternatives 2 and

3 (Table 3—57. page 337, Vol. I . It also states that a Biological Assessment ibr the grittly bear wnil

be prepared br the preleried alternative before a decision is made (page 34 I . Vol. I

We are pleased that Hiologrcal Assessments will be piepared br l’&i species br the preftired

alternatives arid submitted to the ( Sl WS before a decision is made. We note that if it is bound that

the linally selected project alternative may adversely abJect any T&l the final I IS should md ride the

associated USIWS Biological ( )pinion or lormal concurrence br the following reasons:

(a) NI PA requires public involvement and bull disclosure of all issues upon which a decision is

to be made:

(b) The (.1 Q Regulations br implementi rig the Procedural Provisions ol NI PA strongly

encourage the integration of Ni PA requirements with other environmental review and
consultation requirements so that all such procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively

(40 (1 R I 500.2(c) and I 502.25): and

(c ) The I ndangered Species Act (I SA ) consultation process can result in the identi lication of

reasonable and prudent alternatives to preclude jeopardy. and mandated reasonable and prudent

measures to reduce incidental take. These can affect project implementation.

Since the Biological Assessments and 11S must evaluate the potential impacts on listed species. they

can jointly assist in anaIyting the effectiveness of alternatives and mitigation measures. The 1 PA

recommends that the binal I IS and Record ot I )ecision m it be ci mpleted prior to the completion (I

I SA consul tiltion. If the consultation process is treated as a separate process. the Agencies risk

LISJ WS rdeni i lication of additional significant impacts. new mitigation measures, or changes to the

pre ferred alternative.

37. i3iodiversitv may be an important consideration br new projects or when special habitats (i.e..

wetlands, threatened and endangered species habitat) will be affected. The state of the art for this

issue is changi rig rapidly. We recoriiriiend that potential project impacts on biodi ‘ ersi ty be at least
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hritIIy 1ILft’d Llid disctiss’d Iii tIi’ N I Ij\ dociin’ni. ( ‘I () pi’pir’d tiidance n[i iI’d.
ll1LIj)IH1iI1 Iiodiv’rsiy (‘ nsid’iatiuiis ijilo I nvii nni’nIiI Inpact i\nalysis Iiidr the tati()naI

I iiviroiiiiieiiiiI I)Iicy /cI. h1Ip://eeq.hss.doe.ov/puhIicationx/inc()rporaLin hiodiversity.1iLiiI.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for Draft Environmental Impact
Statements

Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO — — Lack of Objections: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential

environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for
application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC - - Environmental Concerns: The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts.

EO - - Environmental Objections: The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided
in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no—action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory: The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality.
EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended kr referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 - - Adequate: EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is
necessary. but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information: The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess
environmental impacts that should he avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified
new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could
reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA does not believe that the drat EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are
outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially
significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses. or discussions are
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is
adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential
significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions lmactin the Environment. February. 1987.




